REMARKS 

Applicant appreciates the thorough review and analysis by the Examiner. The Examiner 
rejected claims 1-4 as unpatentable under the provisions of 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) for being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 4,625,805, issued to Vilhelme Ladecky (hereinafter "the Ladecky 
patent" or "Ladecky"). Ladecky must disclose each and every claim limitation in order to 
anticipate Applicant's claims 1-4. Ladecky does not teach or disclose that "the control modules 
are provided, neither at the trees nor moimted on the manifold...." Accordingly, Ladecky does 
not anticipate AppUcant's claims 1-4, and Applicant respectfiiUy submits that claims 1-4 are 
allowable over the Ladecky patent. Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration of 
the Examiner's rejection based upon anticipation by Ladecky under the provisions of 35 U.S.C. § 
102. 

The Ladecky patent discloses a subsea assembly or arrangement for use with subsea 
wellheads 21 connecting to wellhead mandrels 12. The assembly includes a manifold frame 10. 
See the Ladecky patent (Col. 3: hi. 47 - CoL 4: 42, Figures 1 and 2). A monitoring module 40 is 
mounted on manifold frame 10 via connecting module 30. See the Ladecky patent (Col. 3: 11. 6 - 
66, Figures 1 and 2). Ladecky does not disclose or suggest positioning control modules 40 in a 
maimer that they are not mounted to manifold 10. Every piece of control equipment of the 
subsea station in Ladecky except the wellheads 21, which are movinted to the base 1, mounts to 
the manifold 10. There are simply no other guide posts for landing control equipment anywhere 
else on the subsea station except for those on the manifold 10. 

Applicant's claim 1 includes the claim element, "the control modules are provided, 
neither at the trees nor mounted on the manifold...." Applicant amended claim 1 to include that 
the control controls modules are not at the trees 4 or mounted to the manifold 5. This is 
described in paragraphs [0010] and [0011] of the Detailed Description of the Preferred 
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Embodiment. The Ladecky patent fails to disclose that the control modules are "neither at the 
trees nor mounted on the manifold," as found in claim 1. Therefore, the Ladecky patent does not 
anticipate Applicant's claim 1, or any of dependent claims 2-4. Accordingly, Applicant 
respectfully submits that claims 1-4 are allowable, and respectfully requests reconsideration of 
the Examiner's rejection imder the provisions of 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). 

CONCLUSION 

AppUcant respectfully submits that claims 1-4 are all in condition for allowance. 
Reconsideration of the application and allowance of all claims are respectfully requested, and 
Applicant respectfully requests the issuance of a Notice of Allowance. 
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